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Abstract 
Study abroad has become increasingly popular over the years. More students are making 
it part of their higher education every year, and while long-term study abroad used to be the only 
option, short-term study abroad is now becoming a viable option. And although the literature has 
outlined why students go abroad and how their experiences impact them for years afterward, 
there is little offered in way of how motivations impact the experiences that change these 
students. By sending a survey to 601 undergraduates at Lehigh University, this study seeks to 
answer the question of how motivation may differ between short-term and long-term 
participants, how this impacts their experiences, and how their experiences determine the 
outcomes. While there seems to be no difference in motivation, there is a significant difference 
in experience between long-term and short-term study abroad participants. And while experience 
has no impact on global awareness activities and leadership confidence, it does significantly 
influence readjustment and change upon arrival back in America. These findings can be used to 
help study abroad offices around the country tailor their programs to students' wants and create 
programs to help adjustment back into the college and America in general. 
Introduction 
University students are studying abroad in increasing numbers as part of their 
undergraduate education. While study abroad used to mean a semester or a year spent in a host 
country, short-term courses are becoming the more frequent choice. According to the Institute 
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for International Education, an information resource organization that provides data on students 
studying abroad in 2008/2009, approximately 45% of the students who went abroad for academic 
programs participated in a long-term experienced compared to 55% who chose short-term 
courses (lEE, Open Doors Report, 2010). The prevailing literature on study abroad consistently 
defines short-term study abroad as being any course that is less than eight weeks in duration 
(Chieffo & Griffiths, 2004). Lehigh University students seem to follow the same trend with the 
smaller proportion of students opting semester or year abroad in favor of the shorter length 
programs. The current research investigation will focus specifically on the differences between 
long-term and short-term programs, where short-term experiences abroad include winter session 
(1-3 weeks) or summer term (4-8 weeks). While many academic institutions have noted this 
trend regarding student preferences for short study abroad experiences, there is also a small but 
significant increase in the number of students who choose to go abroad (lEE, Open Doors 
Report, 201 0), many questions remain unanswered. 
Using Lehigh University as the case study, this research poses several questions about 
study abroad regarding program preferences, motivation for participation and what students gain 
from their experiences. My thesis seeks to compare two types of study abroad programs with 
regard to students' motivations for enrolling, how these motivations impact experiences (i.e., 
learning outcomes) while abroad as well as students' readjustment after travel. Because of the 
difference between time spent in the country and therefore the amount of time a student has to 
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become integrated in the host culture, motivations for studying abroad and outcomes/impacts are 
expected to differ. Since study abroad in general-and short-term programs specifically-are 
becoming more widespread, the current research study is important for expanding the scholarly 
understanding of study abroad experiences within the parameter of American higher education. 
Motivations 
Research on what motivates students to study abroad especially as it relates to long-term 
versus short-term programs is non-existent in the literature. However, there is some degree of 
speculation embedded in research studies that have been conducted which explicitly address 
other questions. For example, James Day (1987) claims that those who go on short-term trips 
usually differ in their reasons for going from those participating in long-term study abroad trips. 
He asserts that students want to go abroad for short-term trips in order to simply experience a 
foreign country and create lasting memories while earning credit. They do not necessarily take 
into account the cultural aspect of studying abroad. Day studied the students who participated in 
his own fledgling short-term study abroad program to France and found that those who engaged 
in both classroom knowledge and street education created increased language fluency. Their 
findings also lead me to believe that those students who are involved in both classroom and street 
education also experience increased cultural fluency. 
Some of the most popular reasons for going abroad in general may include improving 
skills in a second language, broadening cultural horizons, and traveling (Talburt and Stewart 
1999). The question Tal burt and Stewart pose, however, is whether short-term study participants 
have enough time during study abroad to truly immerse themselves in the culture and receive all 
of the benefits of foreign study. In this way, the authors seek to understand how cultural 
immersion correlates to benefits. 
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King and Young ( 1994) also point to the notion that students are most I ikely to choose to 
study abroad and be more dedicated to the idea of going abroad if they come from a background 
of liberal arts or business. King and Young came to this conclusion by analyzing a study sent out 
in 1990 by Oregon State University. The survey was administered by faculty members at a time 
when most students were available and completed by 2,800 students. They found that students in 
these areas were more likely to pursue study abroad because of the flexibility ofthe courses in 
comparison to stricter course schedules involved with fields such as engineering or pharmacy. In 
addition, if students saw their professors or advisors as disapproving of study abroad, they were 
Jess likely to go on a study abroad trip, short-term or long-term. While this study does provide 
some information about what may motivate some students to go abroad in general, it does not 
provide any specific insight into what motivates student to participate in short- versus long-term 
programs. 
Experience While Abroad 
It has been a long-standing belief among scholars that study abroad is a beneficial 
experience and that everybody can learn by being immersed in another culture and having 
foreign education (Churchill 1958). Allan Goodman, President of the Institute of International 
Education, indicated that the experience abroad provides American students with international 
skills needed to live and work in a world that is increasingly interconnected (Open Doors Report, 
2009). 
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Therefore it seems important to understand the nature of students' experiences abroad 
whether the duration of the experience is long-term or reflects the national trend toward short-
term experiences. The early research by Churchill (1958) concludes that students may have 
similar reasons for going abroad, but they come back home affected differently. In a study 
conducted by Dr. Pool of 24 Antioch College students studying abroad for a time period of a few 
months to a year, Churchill found that it was ultimately the experience that held weight when 
determining how an individual would readjust to American society. 
It is ultimately how invested that individual gets in the host culture that determines how 
integrated they become in that country, which is self-reported. If a student goes traveling from 
place to place and only experiences these locations superficially, they will not be as greatly 
affected as a student who lives with a host family and attempts to speak the language. Churchill 
found that, while motivations are similar (wanting to see the world and curiosity about the world) 
experiences vary greatly. Returning to the habits these students once held in America is easier if 
integration in the host country was less. There were no differences between long-term and short-
term when it comes to experience while abroad; it all depends on the program and how much 
emphasis is placed on integrating and then how many resources are open to students upon arrival 
back in America. 
Einbeck (2002) asserts that it does not matter the length of the program; it is on an 
individual basis as to whether a student will superficially experience the country or become truly 
immersed in the culture. Just being in a foreign country is not enough, because really becoming 
culturally aware takes an active effort. It also is dependent on the orientation students are given 
to the area. Are they given historical and cultural information, in addition to information on how 
to use transportation and how to register for classes? If they have proper orientation and perform 
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activities such as reading literature of the country, according to Einbeck, they are set up for 
success. 
Effects of Study Abroad 
A. Global Awareness Activity 
Study abroad has many benefits: higher self-esteem and confidence and appreciating 
what the individual him- or herself has to offer and is capable of (Day 1987). These benefits are 
simply understood by scholars and taken as fact. In addition to this the students learn to 
understand "the strengths and weaknesses of the American culture in comparison to that of other 
cultures" (p 262). Through analyzing the study ofNewton James who polled Americans who 
have studied abroad and performing his own study on ten students at the University of 
Pennsylvania enrolled in a six-week program in France, Day found that it is not simply 
individual change that occurs once immersed in a different culture. Students learn to be critical 
thinkers when it comes to the world and our place in it not only as individuals, but as American 
individuals. 
Typical outcomes of study abroad may include improved skills in a second language, 
knowledge of the host country's culture, a more critical eye for American society, and more 
competence in social situations outside the normal comfort zone, which Tal burt and Stewart 
(1999) found by studying undergraduates who participated in a 5-week summer program to 
Spain. 
Of those who study abroad, l/3 go to countries that have English as their native language 
(Gorka and Niesenbaum 200\). Language is unarguably linked to culture, and while Gorka 
asserts the possibility that short-term study trips originally only serve to superficially introduce a 
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funds or their inability to leave their home college for a semester or more because of coursework. 
While I do expect that participants who choose short-term over long-term study abroad programs 
are likely to do that because of financial or coursework reasons, I also expect that the shorter the 
trip is to a foreign country, the more likely it is that people participate in the program to either 
get away from Lehigh/home or to superficially experience that country as you would on a 
vacation. 
These restrictions, in correlation with my second research question, will not affect the 
experience abroad. If all students going abroad have the same motivations when it comes to 
foreign language acquisition and immersion into the culture and the only difference between 
short-term and long-term participants' motivation is restriction due to lack of funds or mandatory 
coursework, I do not expect a significant difference in outcome and readjustment. One of the 
reasons I believe motivation has such a big impact on the outcome of study abroad participation 
is because motivation determines how involved participants are while in the country of study. 
In response to my third and fourth research questions, I expect to see that those who have 
been abroad for the long-term will be more likely to participate in global awareness activities and 
experience a more dramatic increase in confidence as a leader in various areas .. I also expect to 
see that participants in short-term trips have an easier time acclimating back into American and 
Lehigh culture. Since short-term participants have less time to truly become a part of the foreign 
culture, they will remain more in-tune with their American national identity. Because their 
American national identity remains more intact, they will need less time to readjust and it will be 
easier for them to readjust in multiple areas such as friends, family, and classes. 
I agree with the literature that it is the experience that determines how impacted students 
are and as a result, I believe, how simple it is for them to readjust to American society and 
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Lehigh culture. I predict, however, that it is not as simple as the experience while in the country. 
It is hoped to prove that motivation has a huge impact on how integrated students ultimately 
become in their host country. In this way, I expect motivations to impact outcomes with relation 
to worldview and readjustment, because experience in the host country is determined by how 
open the student's approach is to their host culture and their motivations for studying abroad for 
the short-term versus the long-term. 
My conceptual model for this project can be seen in this diagram: 
Motivation - Long-term or short-term - Experience - Outcomes 
This diagram ties together all of my hypotheses. I believe that motivation determines whether a 
student will choose a long-term or short-term program, which in turn determines how involved 
they become while abroad. The activities they choose to participate in while on a study abroad 
trip (their experience abroad) will thus influence how they are impacted by the trip with regard to 
both worldview changes and readjustment upon arrival back in the United States. 
Method: 
Operationalization and Measures 
Short-Term Versus Long-Term 
A short-term study abroad trip for the purposes of this survey is defined as a summer 
term (4-8 weeks) or winter term (1-3 weeks), and a long-term study abroad trip is defined as a 
semester or year abroad. Because, until this spring of2011 , these were the only study abroad 
trips offered by Lehigh University, this categorization was the most logical. Within the survey 
administered, a focus is put on only the first trip abroad, because many respondents went on 
more than one trip. This distinction was made in order to more accurately measure the 
relationship between the variables involved. This study is focu sed on what initially sparks 
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interest in study abroad and how those motivations determine whether short-term or long-term is 
chosen. For this reason, in order to study how motivation directly impacts the other variables, 
emphasis was placed on only the first trip abroad since attending Lehigh University. 
Motivation 
This project is seeking to describe motivation in terms of six aspects: experiential 
learning, social, global, exploration, career, and escape. Within the survey administered for this 
project, there is one broad section measuring motivation, and the question is posed as "How 
much did the opportunity to ____ influence your decision to study abroad?" In this one 
question, the options are split by category. Experiential learning regards gaining international 
experience, practicing or learning a new language, learning about a specific topic firsthand, and 
experiencing an unfamiliar social environment. Social motivations include experiencing the 
night life of the host country, visiting famous sites, traveling with friends, and consuming 
substances that are illegal to consume in the United States. Global motivations are defined as 
enhancing your global awareness, seeing yourself from the perspective of a different culture, 
increasing your understanding of global issues, and finding your place in a globalized world. 
Options connected with exploration motivations are meeting new people, tasting new 
foods, trying new fashions, and trying something new. The survey measured career motivations 
through the options working in the host country, developing your skills in working outside of the 
United States, and being more competitive in the job market/future endeavors. With regard to 
escaping, respondents had the choice of getting away from home town, getting away from 
Lehigh University, studying in a different climate, and studying in a different setting. Each of 
these options had a five-point Likert scale of positively to a great extent, positively to a small 
extent, negatively to a small extent, negatively to a great extent, and not at all. 
13 
In the survey, there is also a section dedicated to specific motivations for choos ing short-
term over long-term trips or vice versa. Respondents were told to answer these questions from 
the viewpoint of their first study abroad trip ifthey had gone on multiple trips . For the section 
about choosing short-term over long-term, the options were: attracted to the specific 
course/internship/research opportunity being offered, strict course schedule prevents longer trips, 
did not want to leave home for an extended amount of time, it allowed me to earn additional 
credits, did not want to give up social activities, and financial reasons. For the section about 
choosing long-term over short-term, the options were improve language fluency, academic rigor, 
wanted more exposure to the host culture, friends were studying abroad, and attracted to 
course/internship/research opportunity. Both of these sections included an option of "other", to 
which the respondents could add any comments. 
Experience 
In order to measure experience while abroad, activities were examined. For example, the 
survey asked about the frequency with which participants interacted with host nationals, took 
part in activities not participated in while in America, defended their country to host nationals, 
saw the sights, watched television programs of the host country, read literature of the host 
country, and became involved in current events of the host country. Questions were also asked 
about where and with whom the respondents lived while abroad . By asking these specific 
questions, it can be seen how immersed in the cu lture of the host country these students became. 
Global Awareness Activity 
This variable measures to what extent students are invo lved with certain activities since 
returning from their study abroad experience and attending their primary university. These 
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activities include attending internationally-themed events, participating in clubs/organizations 
that focus on foreign cultures/international relations, reading literature from other countries, 
exploring cultural elements of their home culture, keeping in touch with friends they met from 
their host country, eating food from different cultures, discussing their international experience 
with other students, reflecting on their experience compared to the experiences of others, 
encouraging others to learn about foreign cultures, encouraging others to study abroad, exploring 
international opportunities off campus, pursuing internationally-themed academic interests, 
learning of continuing to learn a foreign language, and staying aware of current global 
events/issues. 
Readjustment Home 
This variable is made up of two components: how well respondents readjusted back into 
American culture and in which areas they noticed the most change-if any-upon arrival back in 
America. Respondents were asked to indicate how much of a change they noticed upon arrival 
back in America in the areas of friends, family, Lehigh University, academic rigor, and 
themselves on a five-point Likert scale of positively to a great extent, positively to a small extent, 
negatively to a small extent, negatively to a great extent, and not at all. They were also asked 
how well they adjusted back into life in America in the following areas: friends, family, classes, 
social life at Lehigh University, American society, transportation, and food. This question was 
analyzed on a scale of very well, somewhat well, not very well, and not well at all. 
Procedures 
Data was collected via an online survey with undergraduates of Lehigh University. The 
survey was developed by research teams composed of undergraduate and graduate students who 
were supervised by a faculty member in the College ofEducation. The survey measured both 
motivations for studying abroad and outcomes upon completion of the program. This survey 
included demographic questions (e.g. age and sex) as well as the measures described above. 
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The survey was administered through SurveyMonkey at the end ofthe fifth week of the 
spring semester 2011 to all students who had ever been involved in a study abroad program and 
were at Lehigh University as undergraduate students. The purpose of this choice was to have the 
widest pool possible and to have the most representative data of those studying abroad at Lehigh. 
The survey was originally distributed through the study abroad office on February 18 with three 
reminders afterward on February 24th, March 211ct, and March 24th. Each of these reminders 
resulted in 30 or more new responses, which will be discussed in more detail in the results 
section. 
Measures 
The survey was identical between short-term and long-term study abroad participants 
except for a section about the motivations for picking one length over another. Those who had 
been involved in both types of study abroad experiences took the same survey and were 
instructed to only fill out one section regarding choosing short-term over long-term or vice versa. 
Along with my items there will be an additional, establi shed measure titled the Cultural 
Intelligence scale. The cultural intelligence measure is a twenty-item questionnaire developed by 
Ang and colleagues (2007). The measure consists of four factors: 1) the metacognitive, which 
addresses cognitive processes which individuals may use to understand and navigate cultural 
experiences, 2) the cognitive knowledge factor which assesses the degree to which an individual 
is familiar with information regarding a particular culture, 3) the behavioral factor which 
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measures verbal and non-verbal communication behaviors related to cross-cultural interactions, 
and 4) the motivational factor which assesses attitudes towards learning about unfamiliar 
cultures. Each item is measured on a 7 -point Likert scale, and a higher score indicates greater 
cultural intelligence. The scale has been cross-validated with a Singaporean sample, correlated 
with personality and intelligence measures, and exhibited internal consistency coefficients 
ranging from a= 0.70 (metacognitive; Singapore sample) to a= 0.88 (cognitive; Singapore 
sample) (Ang et al., 2007). The present measure will be used to assess convergent validity with 
the researchers' newly constructed measure of short-term study abroad outcomes. 
The survey data collected through SurveyMonkey was converted directly into an SPSS 
file for analysis. 
Motivation 
(six subscales) 
l 
Short-term vs. Long-term 
l 
Experience 
(living arrangements-where and with whom, activities while in the host country) 
l 
Outcomes 
(CQ subscales, global awareness activities, leadership confidence, readjustment, and change) 
Results: 
Description of sample 
This survey was sent out to 601 students at Lehigh University, 120 of whom responded. 
When the survey was originally sent, 21 students responded. The first reminder was sent six days 
later and resulted in 38 new responses; the second reminder yielded 31 responses; and the third 
received 30 responses. Because of the importance ofknowing which program the students 
originally participated in and what their motivations were for choosing that specific program, 18 
students were eliminated for lack of responses to these basic questions. Therefore 1 02 students 
are included in the analysis, which is a response rate of 17%. 
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When it comes to the demographic characteristics of the participants, 71.6% were female 
and 57.8% were within the graduating class of2011. There was a good range of majors 
represented with 32.4% being in the humanities and social science fields of the College of Arts 
and Sciences, 28.4% in the business school, and 18.6% in a field of engineering. There were also 
a good number (10.8%) who held majors within two or more colleges at Lehigh and 9.8% had a 
major within the College of Arts and Sciences but in the math or natural science field. 
Respondents were also asked in which country they were born, whether they were a U.S. 
citizen, whether they were an international student, whether they had permanent residence in the 
U.S., what their primary language was, and how many countries they had traveled to outside of 
the United States prior to studying abroad. The overwhelming majority (93 .1 %) of respondents 
were born in the United States, 98% were U.S. citizens, 97.1% were not international students, 
92.2% had permanent residence in the U.S., 95.1% spoke English as their primary language, and 
48% had been to l-3 countries prior to studying abroad. 
In the section dedicated to the first study abroad experience, 67.6% of respondents 
indicated that they had attended a short-term trip for their first venture since being at Lehigh. 
Also, a majority of participants (63.7%) went to Europe for their first trip; the second most 
popular destination was Asia with a percentage of 15.7. This variable was generated by 
analyzing the countries in which participants studied abroad and separating them by continent. 
Representativeness of Sample 
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The study abroad office provided information on the students who had been sent the 
survey including terms spent abroad, colleges, and graduating class. With regard to their first 
time abroad since attending Lehigh, 137 ofthe 601 overall study abroad alumni participated in 
long-term (22.8%) and 464 participated in short-term (77.2%). This data can be compared with 
the question on the survey regarding which term (long or short) respondents first studied abroad, 
for which 31.2% had gone first on a long-term while 68.8% first participated in short-term. The 
sample somewhat overrepresents those who went on long-term study abroad, possibly reflecting 
their greater interest in the subject. 
When analyzing graduating class, there is a significant difference in the distribution 
between the sample and the overall population. For the population, 1.8% were in the class of 
2014, 3.5% in the class of2013, 9.3% in the class of2012, and an overwhelming majority of 
85.3% in the class of2011. In the sample, however, 4.9% were in the class of2014, 3.9% in the 
class of2013, 33.3% in the class of2012, and 57.8% in the class of2011. As the data shows, 
there is an underrepresentation of the class of 2011 and an overrepresentation of the class of 
2012. 
College was categorized differently between the sample and population. The sample of 
102 students was split into College of Arts and Sciences (CAS) humanities and social sciences 
(HSS), College of Arts and Sciences math and nature science, College of Business and 
Economics (CBE), Rosin College of Engineering and Applied Sciences (RCEAS), and more than 
one college. On the other hand, the population of 60 I students was split into College of Arts and 
Sciences, College of Business and Economics, and Rosin College of Engineering and Applied 
Sciences. This leads to a skewed comparison. For the sample, there were 43. I% in CAS (the 
HSS and math and natural science students were combined), 27.5% in CBE, 18% in RCEAS, 
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and 10.8% in more than one college. In the population, there were 44.4% in CAS, 36.1% in 
CBE, and 19.5% in RCEAS. With the exception of those in the sample in more than one college, 
the sample does seem to be representative of the population. 
Looking at the data, it seems that the sample is representative of the overall population of 
undergraduates at Lehigh who have studied abroad. Graduating class is an anomaly with an 
overrepresentation of the class of 2012 and an underrepresentation of class of 2011, but both 
colleges and choice of first study abroad trip are representative. 
Motivation 
One of the hypotheses in this project was that those who have a stricter course schedule 
would be less likely to participate in long-term study abroad. While the most students in the 
sample were in the College of Arts and Sciences (42.2%), there are a good number in the 
business school (28.4%). There was also a good representation of engineering students (18.6%) 
and students who were involved in more than one college (10.8%). 
From this table, you can also see that students in the humanities and social sciences are 
more likely to go on a long-term than short-term trip. In every other concentration, except 
business, students were more likely to have participated in a short-term over a long-term trip for 
their first study abroad experience. Engineering students were most likely to have gone on short-
term over long-term (21.7% to 12.1%), and business students were slightly more likely to have 
gone on long-term over short-term (30.3% to 27.5%, respectively). 
The categories of college were further reduced to those who have a more rigid course 
schedule and those who have a more open course schedule. Open is defined as those who are in 
the College of Arts and Sciences in the humanities and social sciences fields. Rigid encompasses 
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all other concentrations, including those in the College of Arts and Sciences in math and natural 
science fields, College of Business and Economics students, Rosin College of Engineering and 
Applied Sciences students, and those students who are in more than one college. When 
respondents are split by their course schedules, there is a significant difference seen between 
short-term and long-term participants. For students who have a rigid schedule, 72.5% opt for a 
short-term trip while 27.5% choose a long-term program. Respondents are more evenly spread 
between trip choice when their course schedules are open, however. There is a 15.2% difference 
between the two groups, with respondents who have an open schedule being more likely to 
choose a short-term trip over long-term. 
Reliability coefficients were computed for all six subscales of motivation-experiential 
learning, social, global, exploration, and career. Experiential learning had a Cronbach's alpha of 
.518 with all five questions regarding experiential learning were included. The two items 
"practice or learn a new language" and "learn about a specific topic firsthand" were deleted, 
resulting in a Cronbach 's alpha of .681. The social subscale had a Cronbach' s alpha of .571 with 
all four items fitting into the subscale. For the global subscale, there is a Cronbach's alpha of 
.883, with all four items being detrimental to the reliability coefficient if deleted. The exploration 
subscale had a Cronbach' s alpha of .561. The final subscale of career had a Cronbach' s alpha of 
.817, and that subscale includes the two items of"work in the host country" and "develop your 
skills in working outside ofthe United States". 
Motivation with respect to these six subscales was measured for those who have an open 
schedule versus those who have a rigid course schedule. While there was not a difference for 
most subscales, the least of which was social motivation, there was a significant difference in the 
global (.025) and exploration subscales (.014). 
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With regard to motivation between the groups of short-term and long-term, there is no 
significant difference. When split up into the six categories of motivation (experiential learn ing, 
social, global, exploration, career, and escape), the difference that came closest to being 
significant is in the exploration category. In the exploration subscale, long-term respondents had 
a mean of 6. 70 and short-term respondents had a mean of 7.27, which indicates that long-term 
respondents had a stronger positive motivation with regard to exploration. In this data, a lesser 
mean indicates a stronger positive motivation. This is based on the five-point Iikert scale 
positively to a great extent, positively to a small extent, negatively to a small extent, negatively 
to a great extent, and not at all. 
When motivation is not split into these separate categories but is summed to represent 
total strength of overall motivation, there is no difference between the groups of short-term and 
long-term programs. There were also no differences in motivation by gender. 
The sections of the survey regarding choosing one trip over the other were also analyzed. 
For those who had participated in a short-term trip for their first study abroad experience, 62.3% 
said they were attracted to the course/internship/research opportunity, 46.4% said their strict 
course schedule kept them from studying abroad for longer, and 40.6% said they wanted to earn 
additional credits. Those who had first participated in a long-term trip overwhelming chose 
exposure as their biggest motivator. This shows that those who participate first in a long-term 
study abroad trip long to gain more exposure to the host country than purely superficial 
understandings. 54.5% of those who participated first on long-term wanted to improve language 
fluency, and 54.5% were attracted to the course/internship/research opportunity provided by the 
program. 
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Experience 
With the experience scale including all of the items on the survey regarding activities 
engaged in while in the host country, the Cronbach's alpha is .600, but when the items "interact 
with host nationals", "sightsee", "talk to family from home", and "talk to friends from home" 
were excluded from the scale, the Cronbach's alpha changed to .668. This leaves the items "take 
part in activities you do not participate in while in America", "defend your country to host 
nationals", watch television programs of the host country", "read literature (i.e., magazines, 
newspapers, etc.) of the host country", and "become involved in current events (i.e., politics, 
festivals, etc.) of the host country" in the experience scale. 
Once the experience scale was determined, it was analyzed with regard to short-term and 
long-term program participation. With short-term participants having a mean of 17.08 and long-
term participants having a mean of 19.45, long-term participants were significantly more likely 
to report involvement in host country activities (t= -3.044, p= .003). These questions were asked 
on a five-point Likert scale of never to always so a smaller mean indicates less involvement in 
the host country. 
With regard to students' experience abroad, lodging in the host country was varied within 
the sample. There was only a one person difference between dormitory, private apartment, and 
hotel/student hostel. Host family was the least chosen of the options, (17.6%), and the "other" 
responses varied from research stations to combinations of hotel and host family. Only one 
participant had been on a sea-mester, which means they spent a semester on a boat. Otherwise, 
there was an equal representation of different types of lodging while abroad, with the majority of 
students living with other students rather than with families. 
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Those who participated in long-term programs were significantly more likely to live with 
host families (35.5% compared to 13.6% of short-term participants; chi-square= 6.051, p=.O 15). 
Experience abroad was also analyzed with respect to open vs. rigid course schedules at 
Lehigh. There is a significant difference between those with open schedules and rigid schedules, 
which means those who have rigid schedules are less likely to become immersed in the host 
country via activities such as reading the newspaper and staying involved in current events. This 
may not be simply that those with rigid schedules are less likely to become involved but that 
those with rigid schedules are more likely to choose short-term programs. 
Gender was the final variable by which experience abroad was analyzed. There was no 
significant difference between male and female with regard to the activities they took part in 
while in the host country. 
The relationship this study is most interested in, however, is how amount of time spent in 
the country impacts the experience students have while abroad. This difference is extremely 
significant (F= 8.230, p= .003) with short-term participants having a mean of 14.06 and long-
term participants having a mean of 16.1 0. This shows that long-term study abroad participants 
are much more likely to immerse themselves in the culture of the host country through certain 
activities. 
Global Awareness Activity 
There was a measure created for global awareness activity upon return from study 
abroad. This measure had a Cronbach's alpha of .877, and all 14 items originally involved in this 
measure remained. 
Survey respondents were also asked whether they felt their experience enhanced their 
ability to become a more effective leader in five environments-international, diverse, 
professional, educational, and among peers. These items were used to create a leadership 
confidence scale, which had a Cronbach's alpha of .784. 
With regard to global awareness activities, there were no differences between the three 
variables of short-term versus long-term, male versus female, and open versus rigid course 
schedule. Experience does not have a significant impact on global awareness activities either, 
whether it be general experiences or living with a host family. While experience is a more 
significant impact than the other three variables, it is still not significant in its own right. 
When it comes to leadership confidence, no variable has a significant impact on 
leadership confidence. 
Readjustment Home 
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There were two scales created for readjustment home, change and adjustment. Change 
measures how much change the respondents noticed in key players of their lives upon return 
from study abroad-friends, family, Lehigh University, and academic rigor. Originally this 
measure had a Cronbach's alpha of .819 but after taking "yourself' off of the list, it became .842. 
The adjustment scale measured how well respondents adjusted in the following areas: friends, 
family, classes, social life at Lehigh, American society, transportation, and food. The Cronbach's 
alpha was originally . 792 for this scale but became .805 after "classes" was deleted from the list. 
When each individual variable in the adjustment and change categories (e.g., friends, 
family, Lehigh University) the only aspects in which results were varied between short-term and 
long-term participants were changes in academic rigor (t= 2.902, p= .006), adjusting to friends 
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(t= 2.606, p= .011), and adjusting to classes (t= -3.935, p= .000). Short-term participants were 
more negative about the change they saw in academic rigor with a mean of 3. 79 as opposed to 
1.35 for long-term participants where a lower number indicates a positive response. The scale is 
positively to a great extent, positively to a small extent, negatively to a small extent, negatively 
to a great extent, and not at all; the lower the number, the more positive the response to change. 
With adjustment, long-term participants were more likely on both fronts to not have adjusted as 
well as those in short-term trips. For adjusting to friends, long-term participants had a mean of 
1.39 and short-term 1.13, and for adjusting to classes, long-term participants had a mean of 1.80 
and short-term t.27, where a lower number indicates a better ability to adjust when back in 
America. This shows that long-term participants had a significantly harder time adjusting back i1 
the areas of friends and classes than did short-term, because the scale is very well, somewhat 
well, not very well, and not well at all. 
Total adjustment does not differ significantly between short-term and long-term 
participants. Similarly, there is no significant difference with regard to total adjustment between 
male and female open and rigid, or whether or not the student lived with a host family. Total 
change follows the same pattern with short-term and long-term showing a trend toward 
significant relationship with adjustment but sti ll not sign ificant. The other two distinctions of 
male and female and open and rigid are also not significant. 
Experience, in this case, does have a significant impact on both readjustment and chang< 
Adjustment and experience are significantly correlated (r= .227, p= .026), as are change and 
experience (r= -.247, p= .015). In order to see how experience had an impact on adjustment and 
change, short-term and long-term participants were compared. Because of the sign ificance of 
length of trip on experience, it seemed the best way to find out how experience determines 
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adjustment and change outcomes. In terms of adjustment, long-term participants had a harder 
time adjusting on the whole with a mean of 8.65 as opposed to short-term's mean of 7. 77 where 
a lower number indicates better adjusting back to life in America. In terms of change, long-term 
participants had more positive feelings toward change they saw in various aspects of life in 
America. This can be seen with long-term's mean of 12.77 and short-term's mean of 14.74, 
where a lower number indicates a more positive change noticed in aspects such as friends, 
family, and Lehigh. 
With regard to the four aspects of cultural intelligence-motivation, knowledge, strategy, 
and behavior-experience is only significantly correlated with two. There is no significant 
relationship between experience and motivation or experience and strategy. However, experience 
is significantly correlated with knowledge (r= .314, p= .008) as well as behavior (r= .235, p= 
.047). 
Discussion and Conclusions: 
Research Question 1 
There is no significant difference between those who study abroad for the short-term 
versus the long-term (p= .997). This goes against my first hypothesis that those who study 
abroad for the short-term for their first trip do so either because of a stricter course schedule or 
for more superficial reasons such as sightseeing or in order to not miss out on social activities. 
The only category in which there was a significant difference was the exploration category, with 
long-term participants being more likely to go abroad in order to try new things. For the open-
ended questions, many short-term participants indicated that they went abroad either because 
they were in the global citizenship program and had no control over where and how long they 
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went for the first trip, because they were intending to go on a long-term trip and wanted to get 
their feet wet in a way, or because the opportunity to study abroad presented itself in an 
unexpected way. In this way, I feel that the motivations did not differ in this sample because the 
people who studied abroad for the short term did so because of necessity or convenience, not so 
much as a conscious choice of short-term over long-term. 
Research Question 2 
While there was no significant difference between motivations for short-term and 
motivations for long-term, there was a significant difference between experiences of these two 
groups (p= .029). It seems that length of time spent within the host country has a significant 
impact on how invested and immersed the participants can become in the culture. This follows 
with my hypothesis that those who participate in short-term trips have less time to become truly 
part of the host culture. Also, short-term trips tend to be more structured in terms of activities 
because of the amount the professors want to get done in simply a few weeks. On the other hand, 
participants in long-term programs are given more time and flexibility to explore the host 
country in a unique way, whether it be sightseeing or attending cultural events, and they are more 
likely to live with host families . 
Research Question 3 
There seems to be no significant relationship between experiences abroad and global 
awareness activities or leadership confidence upon return. Experience abroad has no bearing on 
how much more confident students feel in their leadership capabilities in different settings, and it 
has no significant bearing on the activities students participate in once back in America as far as 
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enhancing their global awareness. In the open-ended question regarding global awareness 
activities, it was mentioned that these activities did not change from before study abroad to after 
but remained at the same level. It is possible that those who study abroad for a longer period of 
time do come back differently affected with that meaning their global awareness activities 
increase more, but that would not be a safe assumption unless there had been a measure on how 
much short-term and long-term participants participated in these activities before having studied 
abroad. 
Research Question 4 
While there was no significant relation between experience, global awareness activities, 
and leadership confidence, there is a significant relationship between experience, readjustment, 
and change. It is interesting to note that there is a difference when it comes to more social 
aspects of coming home. It is also interesting to note that it is not purely a long-term participant 
phenomenon that regards in difficulties readjusting back to life in America. Long-term 
participants did have more trouble with regard to adjusting back to life in America, but short-
term participants noticed more negative changes in key players of their lives after studying 
abroad. The hypothesis was that long-term participants would have more trouble both in 
adjusting and change, because they had more time to immerse themselves in the host culture and 
therefore would 1) take more time acclimating to different aspects of life in America and 2) 
notice more stark negative changes in the people and circumstances around them because of the 
extended amount of time being separated from those factors. 
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Limitations 
One thing that was not completed in this project that would be most beneficial to the 
findings is qualitative data. The ideal kind of qualitative data would be focus groups. Because 
this project dealt with any undergraduate who had ever studied abroad, many who had studied 
abroad multiple times, having students meet in groups would help them better remember their 
experiences and allow the researchers to see if there were places in the survey that needed to be 
changed or refined. There are many questions a survey cannot answer, especially with regard to 
subjective measures, and qualitative data could help address gaps in the survey and gaps in the 
information the survey provided. 
As mentioned in the previous paragraph, many of the participants had a hard time 
remembering exactly what brought them to study abroad, especially those who were in the class 
of20ll. For this reason, if they went on more than one trip, it would be difficult for them to 
separate their motivations for both trips and how each one impacted them separately. In this way, 
it is not a simple cause and effect situation; study abroad has affected them in total and they did 
not find it simple to focus on only the first trip. For them the first trip may have simply piqued 
their interest in study abroad, and it was the second trip that truly changed them. This is 
speculation, and that is where a focus group would have helped as well. 
Future Research 
The goal of this research is to help study abroad offices figure out how to better advertise 
their study abroad programs, have more people study abroad, how to make such programs have 
the best possible impact on students, and create programs to help them better adjust to America 
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once they are finished with the study abroad trip. This goal could be better reached if the focus 
was broadened to more than Lehigh University. Hopefully this study will be expanded and 
improved upon so that it can be generalized and help higher education study abroad become even 
more successful. Because more students are participating in study abroad trips year to year, this 
information and further research could truly benefit study abroad departments around the 
country. 
Also, if this project remains one survey, it would be helpful to maintain two sections of 
global activities awareness so that there can be a better correlation between experience and 
change in these activities after coming home. As the survey is now, the level of global awareness 
activity cannot be directly correlated to experience abroad, because the level is not known before 
study abroad. This does not allow for an accurate representation of how study abroad affected 
students' global awareness. Those items were left out because students reported a hard time 
remembering their motivations for studying abroad so it was not realistic to expect them to 
remember how involved they were with certain global awareness activities before studying 
abroad. However, if students are given a survey before they study abroad and given a follow-up 
survey afterward, this could improve the reliability even further. 
There are so many possibilities for further research in this field. If study abroad 
departments better understand why their students go abroad, how that affects the experience, and 
how that affects them in both the short and long trajectory of their lives, they can better cater to 
the needs of their students. Study abroad, if continuing in its pattern, is going to increase in 
popularity as the years progress, and it is important to keep up with changes in motivation, 
experience, and outcome if they occur so that students can have the most rewarding overall study 
abroad experience possible. 
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Appendix: 
Was your first study abroad experience a short-term (less than 
a semester) or long term (year/semester)? 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Valid Short-term 69 67.6 67.6 
Long-term 33 32.4 32.4 
Total 102 100.0 100.0 
Region of first study abroad experience 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Valid Europe 65 63.7 63.7 
Asia 16 15.7 15.7 
South America 11 10.8 10.8 
Australia 6 5.9 5.9 
Africa 4 3.9 3.9 
Total 102 100.0 100.0 
- ~~-----------~~~~--~~--~~ 
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Whether countr was Enalish-speakina 
Freauencv Percent Valid Percent 
Valid English-speaking 29 28.4 28.4 
Not English-speaking 73 71.6 71.6 
Total 102 100.0 100.0 
Wh th e er country was E uropean or no 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Valid Europe 65 63.7 63.7 
Not Europe 37 36.3 36.3 
Total 102 100.0 100.0 
College *Was your first study abroad experience a short-term (less than a semester) or long term 
(year/semester)? Crosstabulation 
Was your first study abroad 
experience a short-term (less than 
a semester) or long term 
!vear/semesterl? 
Short-term Lona-term Total 
College CAS-HSS Count 19 14 33 
%within 27.5% 42.4% 32.4% 
CAS--Math and Science Count 8 2 10 
%with in 11.6% 6.1% 9.8% 
CBE Count 19 10 29 
%within 27.5% 30.3% 28.4% 
RCEAS Count 15 4 19 
%within 21.7% 12.1% 18.6% 
more than one college Count 8 3 11 
%with in 11.6% 9.1% 10.8% 
Total Count 69 33 102 
%within 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Was your first study abroad experience a short-term (less than a semester) or long term (year/semester)? * 
disciplines open vs rigid Crosstabulation 
disciplines open vs rigid 
HSS-open other-rig id Total 
Was your first study abroad Short-term Count 19 50 69 
experience a short-term %within disciplines open vs 57.6% 72.5% 67.6% 
(less than a semester) or rigid 
long term (year/semester)? Long-term Count 14 19 33 
% within disciplines open vs 42.4% 27.5% 32.4% 
rigid 
Total Count 33 69 102 
% with in disciplines open vs 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
rigid 
Descriptives 
TOTALMOTIVE 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
Short-term 64 45.6875 14.25713 
Long-term 31 45.6774 10.73743 
Total 95 45.6842 13.15397 
F=.OOO, p= .997 
G S roup tatistics 
disciplines open vs rigid N Mean Std. Deviation 
Motivation_ExpLearn HSS-open 33 6.7273 2.57722 
other-rigid 69 7.3913 3.17720 
Motivation_ Social HSS-open 31 9.8387 3.58791 
other-rigid 69 10.7391 3.74029 
Motivation_ Global HSS-open 33 5.9394 2.63319 
other -rigid 69 6.8841 4.43428 
Motivation_Explore HSS-open 33 6.0303 2.09888 
other-rigid 66 7.3939 2.96585 
Motivation_ Career HSS-open 33 6.1212 3.04916 
other-rigid 65 5.8000 3.26535 
Motivation_Escape HSS-open 33 8.4242 3.35438 
other-rigid 66 8.4242 3.81923 
t= -1 .046, p= .298; t= -1.127, p= .262; t= -1.130, p= .261; t= -2.360, p= .020; t= .470, p= .639; t= .000, p= 1.000 
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Group Statistics 
Was your first study 
abroad experience a 
short-term (less than a 
semester) or long term 
(year/semester)? N Mean Std. Deviation 
Motivation_ExpLearn Short-term 69 6.8261 2.83858 
Lonq-term 33 7.9091 3.23423 
Motivation_Social Short-term 67 10.5821 3.91636 
Long-term 33 10.2121 3.25728 
Motivation_Giobal Short-term 69 6.5217 4.16783 
Long-term 33 6.6970 3.52212 
Motivation_Explore Short-term 67 7.2687 2.96741 
Lonq-term 32 6.2500 2.19971 
Motivation_ Career Short-term 66 5.6212 3.1 8054 
Long-term 32 6.5000 3.15206 
Motivation_Escape Short-term 67 8.6269 3.88016 
Long-term 32 8.0000 3.14181 
t= -1 .722, p= .088; t= .468, p= .641' t= -.208, p= .835; t= 1. 727, p= .087; t= -1.286, p= .201; t= . 797, p= .427 
Group Statistics 
Gender N Mean Std. Deviation 
Motivation_ExpLearn Male 25 6.9600 2.82076 
Female 73 7.1096 2.93239 
Motivation_ Social Male 24 10.5000 3.78785 
Female 72 10.3889 3.67541 
Motivation_ Global Male 25 6.8800 4.56727 
Female 73 6.2329 3.38510 
Motivation_Explore Male 23 7.6087 3.11505 
Female 72 6.5556 2.38475 
Motivation_Career Male 23 4.9130 2.76197 
Female 71 6.1127 3.21403 
Motivation_ Escape Male 23 8.1739 3.51170 
Female 72 8.4444 3.71858 
t= -.222, p= .825; t= .127, p= .899; t- .751' p- .454; t- 1.707, p= .091; t= -1.607, p= .112; t= -.308, p= .759 
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Group Statistics 
disciplines open vs riqid N Mean Std. Deviation 
Motivation_Explearn HSS-open 33 6.7273 2.57722 
other-rigid 69 7.3913 3.17720 
Motivation_Social HSS-open 31 9.8387 3.58791 
other-rigid 69 10.7391 3.74029 
Motivation_ Global HSS-open 33 5.9394 2.63319 
other-rigid 69 6.8841 4.43428 
Motivation_Explore HSS-open 33 6.0303 2.09888 
other-rigid 66 7.3939 2.96585 
Motivation_ Career HSS-open 33 6.1212 3.04916 
other-rigid 65 5.8000 3.26535 
Motivation_ Escape HSS-open 33 8.4242 3.35438 
other-rigid 66 8.4242 3.81923 
t= -1.046, p= .298; t= -1 .127, p= .262; t= -1.130, p= .261; t= -2.360, p= .020; t= .470, p= .639; t= .000, p= 1.000 
Number Percent of short-term 
Attracted to course 43 62 .3 
Strict course schedule 32 46.4 
Didn't want to leave for extended 12 17.4 
Earn add. Credits 27 39.1 
Social activities 13 18.8 
Financial reasons 17 24.6 
Number Percent of lonq-term 
Fluency 15 45.5 
Academic riqor 6 18.2 
Exposure 32 97.0 
Friends studying abroad 6 18.2 
Attracted to course 13 39.4 
Descriptives 
EXPERIENCE 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
Short-term 66 17.0758 4.08867 
Long-term 31 19.4516 3.09665 
Total 97 17.8351 3.94409 
F= 8.230, p= .005, S 
37 
Group Statistics 
disciplines open vs rigid N Mean Std. Deviation 
EXPERIENCE HSS-open 32 15.7188 3.47558 
other-rigid 65 14.2154 2.96064 
t= 2.219, p= .029, s 
G S roup tatistics 
Was your first study abroad experience a short-
term (less than a semester) or long term 
(year/semester)? N Mean Std. Deviation 
EXPERIENCE Short-term 66 14.0606 3.28577 
Long-term 31 16.0968 2.54761 
t- -3.044, p- .003, s 
Group Statistics 
Was your first study abroad experience a 
short-term (less than a semester) or long 
term (year/semester)? N Mean Std. Deviation 
Academic rigor Short-term 66 3.7879 1.49373 
Long-term 31 2.9032 1.35043 
t= 2.802, p= .006, s 
Group Statistics 
Was your first study abroad experience a 
short-term (less than a semester) or long 
term (year/semester)? N Mean Std. Deviation 
Friends Short-term 67 1.1343 .34358 
Long-term 31 1.3871 .61522 
t= =2.606, p= .011' s 
Group Statistics 
Was your first study abroad experience a 
short-term (less than a semester) or long term 
(year/semester)? N Mean Std. Deviation 
Classes Short-term 67 1.2687 .56628 
Long-term 31 1.8065 .74919 
t= -3.935, p= .000, s 
